cited reference fails to establish ^prima facie case of anticipation. The asserted reference fails to 
correspond to the claimed invention, or show all aspects claimed; therefore, the reference camiot 
be used to maintain the rejection under § 102(e). The Office Action fails to explain how the 
invention is taught by the asserted reference. Specifically, Applicant fails to see among the cited 
portions of the reference, inter alia, features completely corresponding to the claimed limitations 
of independem claim 1, including fomiing a plurality of heating elements in the die, and causing 
at least one of the heating elements to heat at least one adjacent portion of the die. Therefore, the 
cited reference fails to establish ^prima facie case of anticipation, and Applicant requests that 
the § 102(e) rejection of independent claim 1, and claims 2 and 8 depending therefrom be 



removed. 



More particularly. Applicant fails to understand how the cited portions oiGoruganthu et 
al. C'fomiing a plurality of thermally conductive elements [/. e. , heat sinks] in the backside of the 
semiconductor device . . ." [col. 6, lines 30-33] and "TMming removes substrate material useful 
for drawing heat away from the internal circuitry ... To compensate for this material loss, a 
plurality of thermally conductive elements [i.e., heat sinks] are formed in the backside of ihe 
semiconductor device to draw heat away from the backside of the device when the 
semiconductor is activated." [col. 3, lines 14-45; emphasis added]) identically teach the claimed 
method of forming a plurality of heating elements in the die, and causing at least one of the 
heating elements to heat at least one adjacem portion of the die. The cited reference appears to 
be directed to a completely different {i.e., opposite) problem than the claimed invention. 

Applicant additionally does not see how the cited portion of Goruganthu et al. (col. 4) 
identically discloses, inter alia, features completely corresponding to the claimed limitations of 
dependent claim 2, including nmning a test pattern on a portion of the die suspected to cause a 
failure. ',^liile column 4 of the cited reference discloses "testing is adapted to test the 
semiconductor device while the semiconductor device is activated," the cited portion does not 
discuss nmning a test pattern, or more particularly, nmning said test pattem on a portion of the 
die suspected to cause a failure. 

Furthennore, the § 102(e) rejection does not even allege that Goruganthu et al. describes, 
inter alia, features completely con-esponding to the claimed limitations of dependem claim 8, 
including selectively controlling the heating elements and therein causing at least one of the ' 
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hea..„ge,e™e„«.od.wpow„i„a.™,erU«..<.„s«,eope.«o„„fei„^^i„,,^.„„, 
§102(e) rejections of claims 1, 2 and 8 be removed. 

U.n02(e)rejeo.,o„ and submits U.t*eS .02(e).JeoUo„i.i„,p.„per because Recited 

refe^nce a.,s,oes.b,.ha«.ea.eofa„«eipatio„. T^eassene^ 

.^po.d.od,ec^.ed.ve„«„,o„b„wa,,aspee.^ 

beused o^.au,.,e.Jee,onu„de.§ ,02(e). S«a..o the G<,™,„„,,„ 

a™ above. *e...^,.,.fere„ce appears .obedi™=,ed.oaoo„p,e.e,ydiff^^^^ 

opposrte)p,ob.e.tha,*e Claimed invention. ....,.,A,3.«o.:.Torso.e chip. ^ 

~substra.en,ateria.nsefiUfordn>winghea. away fton,«,e interna, ci.ui.:ywhe„.he 
...^.nn»inga.hish.peed..Toco„ 

Specf.ca^,y,App,,oantfai,.to.eea™onga,eei.edp„rU„n.„fa,e.fe,ence.,„,.^ 
completely oo„esp„nding to theclaintedlin^taUonsofind^ 

epend.ngtherefi.„.inc,„dingacontro. means fotseiectiveiycansingatieastoneoftheh:^^ 
dementstogenetateheatandtoheataportionorthediethereW Contrary to the claimed 
.nvent.on,.he.,><.,.,refere„cee.pUcitlydescribesates. figure 200 33^^^^^^^^ 

.ss,pa.i„gdevice(„r.,eatsinic")240todrawheat.omthebac.sideo^ 

.es55.63.Such..rmaiiyc„nd„ctivee,ementsareno.hea.inge.eme„tstogenera.eheatand 

heataporttonofthedietherefromasalieged by thereJection.sinced.wi„gheat away from? 

scm,condnctordevicewou.dco„,.ratherthanheat.thesemiconduc.ordevice. Therefore the 
. e reference faiis to establisha^^^^ 

27 "'"^^^^^^^^ 
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W.U.respec„othe.jec,io„ofclaims3.7,9.13and 15-21 under § 103 (a, a. being 
0bv.„„s„verc;„™,.„,.„«„,i„.i,^„,,,^,^^^^ 

hou^dbe.*d.w„for*e.a»n.discussedaboveinoonnec«„nwith*e5102(e),ejec^^^^ 

n*efaoeof*e.»pectiverefe«noepaten.s. The present application is also assigned .0 
Advan^dMic. Devices, Inc., ti,eassignn,entbeingreeorded a. ti,eUSPTO on August 25,2000 

a.reeVfc„neO,1029«34.™sassign.e„tha.beenc„„™onatthetin,ethepreser 
app cation washed andfor all relevant .in.es. ^ 

1999 (AIPA) became effective. 35 U.S.C. § 103(c) provides- 

mwMmwm 

&.a/,oNfl.EP5706.02(0. Applicant respectfully submits .hat«,erejec.ion„„der5.03(a)is 

.^.proper because the Claimed invention andthes«bjec.n,a«er of each of the Cited .ferences 
were owned by or subject to an obligation of assignment ,o Advanced Micro Devices Inc 

Therefore, Applicant requests that the? 103(a)rejectio„ofclaims 3-7.9-13 and IS-a'l be' 
removed. 

In view of the above. Applicant submits that each of the claims is in condition for 
allowance. Reconsideration and withdrawal of ti,e rejections and objection, along with a 
tavorable response, are earnestly requested. 

If appropriate, please charge charge/credit any additional, necessary fees to Deposit 

Account No. 50-000/^ rA\/rr^ A ^TOT, . ^ ^ 
- - _ - — v"-"i^-r».-t / or/\). 

^^-1^^-beanyremaidngissuesthatcouIdbereadiIyaddressedove^ 
the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at 651/686-6633. 

CRAWFORD PLLC 
1270 Northland Drive, Suite 390 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55120 ^ 

(651)686-6633 Name: Robert J. Crawford 

Reg. No.: 32,122 
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